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No. 97-1461
First Horizon Corporation, *
*
Appel | ee, *
*
V. *  Appeal fromthe United States
* District Court for the
Ti m Si ngl eton, * Eastern District of Mssouri.
*
Appel | ant, *
*
Dat a Instrunents, Inc., doing business *
[ UNPUBLI SHED]
as Re/Max United Realty, *
*
Def endant .

Subm tted: COctober 8, 1997
Fil ed: COctober 14, 1997

Bef ore WOLLMAN, LOKEN, and HANSEN, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

The district court! entered a default judgnent against Tinmothy J.
Singleton and Data Instruments, Inc., d/b/a Re/Max United Realty (Re/ Max),
in First Horizon
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Corporation’'s service mark infringenent suit. The court subsequently
denied Singleton's Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) notion, and
Singleton filed this appeal.

Because Singleton filed his Rule 60(b) notion nore than three nonths
after judgnent was entered, only the Rule 60(b) notion is subject to our
review. See Sanders v. Cento Indus., 862 F.2d 161, 169 (8th Cir. 1988).
Having carefully reviewed the record, we conclude that the district court
did not abuse its discretion in denying Singleton's notion for
reconsi derati on, as Singleton failed to denobnstrate circunstances
warranting Rule 60(b) relief. See |nman v. Anerican Hone Furniture
Placenent., Inc., 120 F.3d 117, 118 (8th Cr. 1997) (standard of review);
see also Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b) (factors warranting relief). Singleton—who
was well aware of his legal dispute with First Horizon Corporation
—acknowl edged that the conplaint was |left at his residence with an adult
mal e, and that Singleton willfully attenpted to evade service by having his
son return the envel ope contai ning the sunmons and conpl ai nt.

Because Re/ Max is unrepresented by counsel, it would not be a proper
party to this appeal, even if it had joined Singleton's Rule 60(b) notion.
See United States v. Van Stelton, 988 F.2d 70, 70 (8th Cir. 1993) (per
curianm) (corporation nmay not appear pro se).

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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